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tion of a bond in the sum of $2,000, conditioned in part that it would not be
sold or offered for sale in violation of the law and that it’'be resacked and

relabeled to sh,ow the true quantity oﬁ the _'co_'nt’ents. A
. ArTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

18805. Adulteration and misbranding of canned grapefruit juice. U. S. v.

) 189 Cases of Canned Grapefruit Juice. Consent decree of con-

demnation and forfeiture. Product released under bond, (F. &
D. No. 26440. I. 8. No, 22049. 8. No. 4721.) :

Examination of samples of canned grapefruit juice from the shipment herein
described having shown that the article. contained undeclared -added sugar and
that the statement of contents appearing on the label was made in- terms of
weight instead of liguid measure, the Secretary of Agriculture reported the
matter to the United States attorney for the Northern District of California.

On May 20, 1931, the United States attorney filed in the District Court of the
United States for the district aforesaid a libel praying seizure ‘and condemna-
tion of 189 cases of canned grapefruit juice remaining in the original unbroken
packages at San Francisco, Calif., alleging that the article had been shipped by
Hills Bros. Co., from Clearwater, Fla., on or about February 21, 1931, and had
been transported from the State of Florida into the State of California, and
charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act.
The article was labeled in part: (Can) “Net Weight 10 Ounces Dromedary
Grapefruit Juice Pure Juice of Finest Fruit * * * Packed by The Hills
Bros. Co. of Florida Clearwater, Florida.” . - ‘

Adulteration was alleged in the libel for the reason that a substance, grape-
fruit juice with added sugar, had been substituted for the article."

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements on the label,
“ Grapefruit Juice ” and “ Pure Juice,” were false and misleading and deceived
and misled the purchaser; for the further reason that the article was offered
for sale under the distinctive name of another article; and for the further
reason that it was food in package form and failed to bear a plain and con-
spicuous statement of the quantity of the contents, since the statement was
made in terms of weight instead of liquid measure. g

On July 1, 1931, the Dromedary Co., San Francisco, Calif., having appeared
as claimant for the property and having consented to the eatry of a decree,
judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by
the court that the product be released to the said claimant upon payment of
costs and the execution of a bond in the sum of $800, conditioned in part that
it should not be sold or otherwise disposed of contrary to the provisions of
the Federal food and drugs act, or the laws of any State, Territory, district, or
insular possession. =

ArTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

18806, Adulteration and misbranding of canned grapefruit juice. U. 8, v.
: Cases of Canned Grapefruit Juice. Consent decree of con=
demnation and forfeiture. Product released under bond. (V. &

D. No. 26410. I. 8. No. 22106. 8. No. 4712.) :

Examination of samples of canned grapefruit juice from the shipment herein
described having shown that the article contained undeclared added sugar
and that the statement of contents appearing on the label was made in terms
of weight instead of liquid measure, the Secretary of Agriculture reported
the matter to the United States attorney for the Northern District of California.

On May 20, 1931, the United States attorney filed in the District Court of
the United States for the district aforesaid a libel praying seizure and con-
demnation of 87 cases of canned grapefruit juice, remaining in the original un-
broken packages at San Francisco, Calif., alleging that the article had been
shipped by Ariss, Watson and Gault, from Seattle, Wash., on or about March
19, 1931, and had been transported from the State of Washington into the
State of California, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of
the food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part: (Can) “ Net ‘Weight
10 Ounces Dromedary Grapefruit Juice. Pure Juice of the Finest Fruit Dis
tributed by the Hills Bros. Co. of Florida, Clearwater, Fla.” '

A.dulteration was alleged in the libel for the reason that a substance, grape-
frulg juice yvith added sugar, had been substituted for the article. '

Mlsbranqlng was alleged for the reason that the statements on the label,
“ Grapefruit Juice” and “Pure Juice,” were false and misleading and de-
ceived and misled the purchaser, since it contained undeclared and added
sugar; for the further reason that the product was offered for sale under the



